Throughout this entire period, however, one element continued to reappear in the many varied discussions: the role of history in relationship to Christian faith. Finding its roots in history, the Christian faith has frequently tended to lapse into an understanding of the certitude of faith that would identify it with that certitude proper to historical conclusions; it was this tendency which continually provoked a series of reactions, coming up to the present moment, in which those who despaired of rooting the certitude of faith in history attempted to come
In human life, then, man not only can but must act upon physical and moral certitude in vast areas of his life. Even though he is often working in the realm of probable knowledge where certitude is based upon his judgment of a number of observable events, he recognizes that he has no other choice; the problems and decisions of daily life leap beyond metaphysical questions and the absolute certitude they en gender. Nevertheless, probability and certitude are not mutually ex clusive; certitude is verified essentially in firmness of adhesion. As Phillips points out, "though certitude implies firmness of adhesion, it does not entail the absolute necessitating of the mind; in other words, probable arguments can generate certitude." 6 Thus historical certitude, while excluding any reasonable fear of error, cannot lay claim to that absolute and unhesitating adherence proper to metaphysical certitude. 6 For this basic reason, if we attempt deism. It reduced Christianity to a human level in a manner never envisioned by Butler. Because of this, the Analogy of Religion was eventually recognized as a subtle danger to Christian faith itself when later readers came to perceive the basic rationalism and potential scepticism which it contained. The ultimate explanation for this is to be found in the nature of religious assent as proposed by the author of the Analogy. It is, from start to finish, a purely rational assent, based upon historical evidence (chiefly miracles and prophecies), and set forth with the frank admission that an argument along these lines moves entirely in the realm of probability. Butler's often repeated axiom that "probability is the very guide of life" 10 sets the tone for his whole approach to faith. He attempts to answer the objection (that probability does not give much in the way of certitude) by doing nothing more than defending two very unsatisfactory propositions regarding the problem at hand. First, he grants that the certitude of which he speaks is not overwhelming, but he also insists that we must be realistic enough to see that we have no more than such probable evidence in regard to Christian faith, so that we^must learn to live with it.
11 Second, he tries to indicate that, although the certitude involved is not all that might be desired, it is still not as insignificant as some would make it, since "probable proofs, by being added, not only increase the evidence, but multiply it." 12 When this answer is reversed, however, this same approach can easily enough be turned against Christianity, so as to claim that Christian faith has no real basis for an absolute and unswerving assent; one might just as well embrace agnosticism or even atheism. If Christian faith does not stand apart from all else, in a class of its own, the uniqueness of Christianity vanishes from sight. And this is the very line of argument followed by many later readers of Butler's Analogy, so that his reputation as a Christian apologist has been consistently downgraded until he is currently spoken of, with good reason, as a "rationalist apologist for Christianity."
13 From almost universal praise at the start, the judgment of history has passed into one of generally accepted condemnation, due largely to the change in philosophical approaches during these centuries, thus causing men to read Butler's works from a different point of view and leading them to draw quite opposite conclusions. Basically, the weakness is inherent in the principles upon which Butler built his defense of Christianity, so that it was inevitable that in time his rationalism would come to light. In view of this, it is not surprising that during the first century after the appearance of the Analogy the work was generally highly praised; all things considered, attacks upon it were surprisingly few in number. Within Butler's lifetime, he was able to see the Analogy and the Sermons go through four editions each in England, as well as a Dublin reprint of the Analogy. As Mossner relates: "In 1752 Butler's authority in theology was unrivalled except by that of Tillotson, S. Clarke, Sherlock, and perhaps Edmund Law and Warburton. But of all those eminent reputations, that of Butler alone was not on the wane."
14 Indeed, the influence of Butler continued to increase, even on the Continent (thanks to a German translation of the Analogy in 1756). His works were soon highly recommended in the universities of England, and about 1833 the Analogy was added to the list of standard authors for the final examination at Oxford. Thus, in Mossner's judgment, Butler only reached the peak of his popularity a hundred years after the Analogy first appearedroughly from 1837 to I860. 15 This triumph, however, was short-lived. Once the influence of Kantian philosophy began to exercise its force, there were certain voices gradually raised against Butler and his rationalistic approach to faith. Those who read the Analogy from vastly different philosophical backgrounds became highly critical, so that his popularity began to decline in some circles; yet, precisely because of this criticism, his writings gained favor in others, so that Butler met with both favor and disfavor in the debates of the early part of the nineteenth century. He was particularly praised by those involved in the Oxford Movement, especially by John Henry Newman. On the other hand, the Analogy drew the attention of those It is not difficult to perceive the rationalism and scepticism implied in many of Butler's statements, such as in Analogy 2, Conci., 17 (1, 381) : "It is certain, that doubting implies a degree of evidence for that of which we doubt; and that this degree of evidence as really lays us under obligations as demonstrative evidence." 14 who shared in no way the aspirations of the Oxford Movement, but who perceived the scepticism latent in Butler's approach and who wished to make use of his authority or his now recognized failure in order to argue their case for rationalism, scepticism, and agnosticism. In this fashion, Butler was credited by various groups as defending opposite movements, neither of which he himself had ever favored. Some thought he was a pro-Romanist leader in the Anglican Church, while others looked upon him as an unwitting promoter of the unencumbered scepticism or even atheism of the nineteenth-century liberals. Among those who embraced neither extreme, however, the influence of Butler simply declined with the rise of newer philosophical interests. For those who had accepted the immanentist approach to faith in the post-Kantian era, and for whom religion became ever more subjective, there simply was no longer any place left for Butler and the Analogy. Although in 1852 Newman felt he could describe Butler as "the greatest name in the Anglican Church," 16 his success was actually near its end ; as Mossner expresses it: "Modern knowledge discloses his many dialectical and theological errors, and it is only sentiment that attempts to keep him in the position of honor as an apologist." 17 The Catholic judgment concerning the Analogy is no more flattering today than these others, though for different reasons in some instances. In general, however, it will necessarily center on the fact that, in attempting to meet the deists on their own terms, Butler fell into errors equally dangerous, particularly in regard to the ultimate nature of religious assent, which in Butler's system emerges as nothing more than a rational judgment of human reason, based chiefly upon the evaluation of such objective "proofs" for the truth of Christianity as miracles and prophecies as they are presented to us in the records of history. The Catholic perceives here a confusion between the question of the reasonableness of faith in the sense that it does not do violence to man's intellectual nature (the judgment of credibility), and the problem of the assent of faith itself.
STARTING POINT: JOHN LOCKE
Basically, Butler's concept of the argument from probability, which is so essential to his system, is derived from John Locke, who in his Essay on Human Understanding distinguishes between demonstration and probability. For Locke, a demonstration means that one has shown the agreement or disagreement of two ideas by means of one or more proofs indicating a constant, immutable, and visible connection between the two ideas. Probability, on the other hand, results when such a constant connection is not present (or at least is not perceived by us); yet the agreement we note between the two ideas in this instance arises because whatever we do perceive is sufficient to induce the mind to draw a firm enough conclusion to make the individual feel justified in going on to act.
As an example of this, Locke refers to the various theorems of geometry which speak of the equality between the angles of a triangle. One man, he claims, may study the proof of these statements and grasp them entirely; this man perceives a demonstration. Another, however, may hear a respected mathematician state these theorems, and though he fails to understand the full argument, this individual nevertheless concludes that the statements are true. He does this on two counts. First, what the mathematician says sounds "probable"; it is this perception of probability that becomes the basis of the assent. Second, the authority of the man on whose testimony the individual accepts these theorems is an added proof of their truth. In this way, apart from a demonstration, the assent of an individual to a particular truth may be ultimately caused by "the wonted veracity of the speaker in other cases, or his supposed veracity in this."
18
Locke also speaks of the "several degrees and grounds of probability," 19 and insists that "probability is likeliness to be true... ." 20 As opposed to a "demonstration," Locke calls the act of the mind associated with probability either "belief, assent, or opinion," noting that in such probable knowledge we accept a certain proposition as true because of the "arguments or proofs that are found to persuade us to receive it as true, without certain knowledge that it is so."* 1 Precisely because it fails to achieve that certain knowledge proper to a demonstration, Locke's "probability" admits of degrees. 22 There are some probable statements, he claims, which border so nearly on certainty that we entertain no real doubts about them, and proceed to act upon them as resolutely as ¿/they were infallibly demonstrated and certain. At the same time, he admits that in this category the degrees of certainty can vary from "almost certain and demonstrated" to "improbability and unlikeliness," almost to "impossibility." And the assent will vary accordingly, reaching from full assurance and confidence (in regard to those things "almost demonstrated"), down to conjecture, doubt, or even distrust (in regard to matters considerably less certain).
23
The chief point of agreement between Butler and Locke would seem to lie in Locke's admission that one can accept certain propositions as true simply because of the "arguments" or "proofs" associated with them, even though the individual would still have the consciousness that he does not possess a true demonstration (which alone, for Locke, "infallibly determines the understanding, and produces certain knowledge .. ," 24 ). Similarly, there is an insistence in Locke that in many cases the upper ranges of probability are sufficiently certain to be acted upon with no serious doubts or hesitancies; in fact, for practical purposes, he feels that these states of mind leave us as little liberty to assent or not to assent as does a true demonstration. 25 : "For, it is said that the proof of religion is involved in such inextricable difficulties, as to render it doubtful; and that it cannot be supposed, that, if it were true, it would be left upon doubtful evidence.... Now the observation, that, from the natural constitution and course of things, we must in our temporal concerns, almost continually, and in matters of great consequence, act upon evidence of a like kind and degree to the evidence of religion, is an answer to this argument; because it shows, that it is according to the conduct and character of the Author of Nature to appoint we should act upon evidence like to that.... And, as the force of this answer lies merely in the parallel, which there is between the evidence for religion and for our temporal conduct; the answer is equally just and conclusive, whether the parallel be made out, by showing the evidence of the former to be higher, or the evidence of the latter to be lower.... And it is so far from being the method of Providence in other cases, to afford us no other alternative than acting on what small evidence we possess, since it is necessary to act here and now. As Locke states: "The conduct of our lives, and the management of our great concerns, will not bear delay; for those depend, for the most part, on the determination of our judgment in points wherein we are not capable of certain and demonstrative knowledge, and wherein it is necessary for us to embrace the one side or the other."
27
Locke also speaks of analogy in a manner reminiscent of Butler's treatment. 28 He claims that "in things which sense cannot discern, analogy is the great rule of probability."
29 By this, Locke indicates a type of knowledge which cannot arise from either observation or testimony, but can be known only by comparing certain things to other objects that we do know on the basis of observation and testimony; he cites, as examples of this, the existence of angels and microscopic beings. Thus, he points out that "analogy in these matters is the only help we have, and it is from that alone we draw all our grounds of probability." 30 The truth of what we know in this manner will be more or less "probably true" in the degree that it agrees with truths already established in our minds in other ways, and insofar as it fits proportionately into the entire complex of our knowledge.
While Butler makes this type of argument, based on analogy and probability, the ultimate basis for the assent of faith, Locke himself places faith on an entirely distinct level; had Butler followed Locke's lead in this regard, he might well have avoided the rationalistic pit into which his defense of Christianity fell. Locke fails to appreciate the role of a visible Church in the realm of faith, as included in Catholic teaching, and he casts aside any notion of a true faith existing within any church or community; in doing this, however, he does not reduce the assent of faith to the realm of reason. such overbearing evidence, as some require in proof of Christianity; that, on the contrary, the evidence upon which we are naturally appointed to act in common matters, throughout a very great part of life, is doubtful in a high degree" (italics ours What is of interest here is Locke's concern for the assent and certitude of faith. While Butler attempts to combine an assent of faith which would be based upon rational argument and proofs (chiefly miracles and prophecies) and at the same time be realized in the faith of the Established Church of England, 82 Locke places the assent of faith and its corresponding certitude in a different category altogether:
Besides those we have hitherto mentioned, there is one sort of proposition that challenges the highest degree of our assent upon bare testimony, whether the thing proposed agree or disagree with common experience and the ordinary course of things or no. The reason whereof is, because the testimony is of such a one, as cannot deceive, nor be deceived, and that is of God himself. This carries with it an assurance beyond doubt, evidence beyond exception.
88
For Locke, this authority of God is perceived in a fashion distinct from all human proof and historical or rational arguments; the testimony is revelation, and our assent to it is called faith, which "absolutely determines our minds, and as perfectly excludes all wavering, as our knowledge itself; and we may as well doubt of our own being, as we can, whether any revelation from God be true." 84 In a statement almost diametrically opposed to the position of Butler, Locke warns against the danger of believing a false revelation, since in such a case "our assent can be rationally no higher than the evidence of its being a revelation.... If the evidence of its being a revelation, or that this is its true sense, be only on probable proofs, our assent can reach no higher than an assurance or diffidence, arising from the more or less apparent probability of the proofs."
85
Had Butler been as anxious to avoid this danger as was Locke, his Analogy would have been considerably transformed to secure for the assent of faith the absolute certitude it demands. Locke distinguishes faith and reason entirely. Reason, he says, "as contradistinguished to faith," is "the discovery of the certainty or probability of such propositions or truths as the mind can deduce." Faith, on the other hand, "is the assent to any proposition, not thus made out by the deductions of reason, but upon the credit of the proposer, as coming from God, in some extraordinary way of commimication." 86 In other words, the certitude of faith-the psychological act itself-cannot be ultimately reduced to some form of human reason (whether it be a deistic reduction of Christian truth to the level of reason, or some form of rational demonstration or argument from probability, such as Butler defends).
From a Catholic point of view, it is also noteworthy that, for Locke, reason must still "judge the truth of its being a revelation." 87 He would not propose any purely subjective type of faith, nor run the risk of subjecting faith to the terrors of false illuminationism or psychotic hallucination. His position here approaches far more the teaching of the Catholic Church in regard to the judgment of credibility and the reasonableness of faith. 88 Locke insists on a rational preparation for faith, but for him the assent of faith itself is something distinct and unique, and it is for this reason that its certitude far overreaches the limits of even the highest type of rational argumentation. The motive of faith in Locke's view is rooted on the authority of God, perceived not in any purely natural manner, but in some supernatural manner that affects the act of faith even as a psychological act. On this point Locke approaches far more, in his own fashion, the Thomist-Saurezian 89 Nathaniel Lardner, a nonconformist, had written his Credibility of the Gospel History (1723-55) as an attempt to confirm the New Testament as pure history (in our more modern sense) by making an appeal to nonscriptural writers; it is something of a symbol of the antideistic reaction which led to an attempt to meet the deists and rationalists on their own terms by treating the Bible purely as a historical book.
In Paley, this historical approach of Lardner is coupled with Butler's appeal to analogy and probability, resulting in an extreme expression of what may not have immediately appeared so obvious in Butler, that is, a type of Christian faith that rests entirely on historical evidence. It is a form of the reduction of the assent of faith to the purely rational level, since it is only through the records of history that the believer comes to perceive both the fact of revelation and the authority of God associated with that revelation. Not unlike Butler, Paley avoids a discussion of the mysterious nature of the doctrines of Christianity, claiming that man is able to perceive the truth of the Christian system without going into such matters as the Trinity or the Incarnation: "The doctrine itself is by no means necessary to the belief of Christianity, which must, in the first instance at least, depend upon the ordinary maxims of historical credibility." have dealt with men (such as personal revelation, intuition, and the like); but dealing with revelation as it has actually been given, and as it is known to us through historical evidence, Paley insists: "The question is not, whether Christianity possesses the highest possible degree of evidence, but whether the not having more evidence be a sufficient reason for rejecting that which we have."
41
DAVID HUME This type of appeal to historical evidence as the foundation for the assent of faith was destined to come under early attack by a man who had the greatest respect for Butler, but who nevertheless was instrumental in undermining Butler's philosophical position. This man was David Hume. 42 Hume had already written his Essay on Miracles before he published the Treatise on Human Nature (1739); it was originally a part of this work, but Hume cautiously excised it from the tract. Hume had hoped to submit the Treatise to Butler, but realizing, it would seem, the probable effect of the chapter on miracles, he suppressed it in hopes of receiving a better evaluation of his work; this is at least one of the probable reasons for this change in Hume's plans. Eventually his attempts to contact Butler failed, and he sent him only a copy of the Treatise when it was finally published. 43 On the advice of his friends, the essay on miracles was not restored to its place in the Treatise at this time, although Hume might also have been motivated by the thought suggested by Mossner, that is, "an indication that what he was counting on was serious consideration of his philosophy as philosophy, rather than as religious controversy.
,,44 The essay on miracles, however, was later included in Hume's Philosophical Essays concerning Human Understanding (a work which finally appeared in 1748 under a different title: An Enquiry concerning Human Understanding). As might be expected, the essay on miracles at once stirred up strong religious controversy; this was four years before Butler's death.
Hume is not overmuch concerned with the question of probability, although he admits the notion and makes use of it. While Locke divides all arguments into demonstrative and probable, Hume urges a «ita*., p. 412. threefold distinction: demonstrations, proofs, and probabilities. By proofs he means "such arguments from experience as leave no room for doubt or opposition." 46 There is, however, a slightly different twist to the notion as it appears in Hume. Arguing from his basic position that "there be no such thing as Chance in the world," Hume understands probability only as the state of mind resulting from our ignorance of the real cause of any event.
46
This notion of probability figures largely in his discussion of miracles. Hume's purpose in his Essay on Miracles is not to prove the philosophical impossibility of miracles, as is often thought; he is concerned throughout with showing merely that miracles cannot be used as a foundation for any system of religion. His chief argument is that the fact of a miracle simply cannot be proved on the basis of testimony: "Upon the whole, then, it appears that no testimony for any kind of miracle has ever amounted to a probability, much less to a proof and therefore we may establish it as a maxim that no human testimony can have such force as to prove a miracle, and make it a just foundation for any such system of religion."
47
Hume's argument is that "it is experience only which gives authority to human testimony."
48 Thus, if a number of people testify from their experience that there has been a miracle, there will also be as many people who will testify that according to their experience there are only laws of nature. In this way the two contrary testimonies will cancel out one another. Hume does claim that there might be a "miracle" that could be proved by an unusual universality of testimony, but he goes on to add that "perhaps, it will be impossible to find any such in all the records of history." 49 He suggests a case where the testimony of all people, from all parts of the earth, agreed that from the first of January, 1600, there was a total darkness over the whole earth for eight days. Should that happen, Hume concludes that "our present philosophers, instead of doubting the fact, ought to receive it as certain, and ought to search for the causes whence it might be derived." "chance" or in any "miraculous" manner outside the fast and unchanging laws of nature. While he would accept such a "miracle" as this as certain ; he still does not really think it is a miracle in the usual sense at all, and would want to set about investigating the laws which brought it about. As for a resurrection from the dead, Hume rejects this a priori, just as he rejects Christianity. 61 For him, such a thing simply could not happen, even by divine power; his scepticism is so strong that he feels that even God must deal with mankind through the testimony of other men, and this is quite untrustworthy.
Of concern for us here is the argument against religious assent that Hume levels at Christian theologians. He notes his pleasure at the type of reasoning he has proposed, "as I think it may serve to confound those dangerous friends or disguised enemies to the Christian Religion, who have undertaken to defend it by the principles of human reason."
52
The opening paragraph of the chapter on miracles is really an attack on the use of historical evidence as a proof for Christianity. Hume begins by recalling Tillotson's argument against the Real Presence, based on the assumption that "the authority, either of the scripture or of tradition, is founded merely in the testimony of the apostles who were eye-witnesses to those miracles of our Saviour, by which he proved his divine mission." 68 Hence, Tillotson concludes that the evidence for the truth of the Christian religion is less than the evidence for the truth of our senses. The apostles at least had this evidence of their senses, but we are reduced to nothing but testimony-indeed, a testimony that "must diminish in passing from them to their disciples. ..."" Tillotson uses this argument to reject the doctrine of transubstantiation as contrary to experience, but Hume goes on to apply the same argument to miracles in general. It is interesting to note, however, the picture of more orthodox theologians that is depicted here. Christianity is supposedly proved by an appeal to history and the testimony concerning it. Hume's presentation of the Christian faith exaggerates its dependence upon reason alone, but it must be admitted that the appeal to reason to which Hume objects had been overworked by the apologetes he had in mind, including Bishop Butler. Hume uses the same argument from probability and turns it into a tool for destroying the force of Butler's Analogy, by implication at least. Hume insists that the probability for the miraculous evidence of the truth of Christianity is outweighed by the probability that everything happens according to the unchanging laws of nature, and that the testimony concerning these miracles is therefore untrustworthy. A wise man, says Hume, "proportions his belief to the evidence He weighs the opposite experiments," 65 and finally compares the two sides, subtracting the smaller evidence from the greater "in order to know the exact force of the superior evidence." kept him, as he said, for some considerable time, a believer in the divine authority of Christianity by proving to him that whatever are the difficulties in believing that the Old and New Testaments proceed from or record the acts of a perfectly wise and good Being, the same and still greater difficulties stand in the way of the belief that a Being of such a character can have been the Maker of the universe.* This was hardly the purpose Bishop Butler had in mind in writing the Analogy, that is, to show that deism involved even greater difficulties than Christianity, so that one might as well remain a Christian; but it is a reading that can be given to it. In the case of James Mill, even this was only a temporary help; as his son records: "Finding therefore no halting place in Deism, he remained in a state of perplexity until, doubtless after many struggles, he yielded to the conviction that concerning the origin of things nothing whatever can be known."
60
Tristram has remarked on the fact that while Butler's Analogy was successful if read by a deist from his own point of view, if we consider later nondeistic readers "we shall find ourselves forced to the conclusion that a considerable number had their faith, if not shattered, at least weakened rather than confirmed by Butler's apologetic." 61 Mossner cites additional witnesses to this fact. William Pitt, the younger, declared that "Butler's work raised in his mind more doubts than it had answered/' 62 and Thomas Huxley parodies Butler's argument in the Analogy thus: "There is no absurdity in theology so great that you cannot parallel it by a greater absurdity in nature." 63 The Unitarian James Martineau claims that he considered the Analogy of Butler to contain "the most terrible persuasives to atheism that have ever been produced." , 1924) 72 Arnold's final answer is this: "Let us, then, confess it to ourselves plainly. The Analogy, the great work on which such immense praise has been lavished, is, for all real intents and purposes now, a failure; it does not serve."
78 It apparently had some force in the past, but it is totally ineffectual now.
Arnold's conclusion is based upon a number of considerations. One of them is the basic inability of the Analogy to help those who most need help in their religious life: "I say, a man who is looking seriously for firm ground cannot but soon come to perceive what Butler's argument in the Analogy really amounts to, and that there is no help to be got from it." 74 The reason why Arnold asserts this is that the nineteenth century was experiencing a new "Zeit-Geist." Remarking that Butler considered miracles and the fulfilment of prophecy to be the fundamental "proofs" of Christianity, Arnold appeals to the biblical criticism of his own age, and holds that this in itself has made the Analogy outmoded: "Neither could Butler now speak of the Biblehistory being all of it equally 'authentic genuine history,' or argue in behalf of this thesis as he does." 76 Butler's approach belongs to a former age, never more to return. It is true that Butler argues from the position of his own age; his argument faces difficulties along these lines today, even when con fronted by the most conservative estimate of biblical criticism. Yet this is only a part of the argument formulated by Butler. The chief principle to which he appeals is that of the need of acting on only probable evidence, and it is interesting to note the reason why Arnold attacks Butler on this question: "The wonderful thing about the Analogy y" he says, "is the poor insignificant result, even in Butler's own judgment,-the puny total outcome,-of all this accumulated evidence from analogy, metaphysics, and Bible-history." 76 Arnold complains that the most Butler's argument can do is indicate that something is "probably" true, and nothing more; nor is he satisfied with Butler's response that we must be content to act on similar evidence in other events of our daily lives. He sums up the argument in favor of religion in this manner: "It ought, in all reason, considering its infinite im portance, to have nearly the same influence upon practice, as if it were thoroughly believed."
77
Arnold contrasts this unsettled state of mind with that which he ascribes to the Bible (and which he would refer to as proper to the assent of supernatural faith) :
How unlike, above all, is this motive to the motive always supposed in the book itself of our religion, in the Bible! After reading the Analogy one goes instinctively to bathe one's spirit in the Bible again, to be refreshed by its boundless certitude and exhilaration. "The Eternal is the strength of my life!' 'The foundation of God standeth sure Ρ-that is the constant tone of religion in the Bible. 'If I tell you the truth, why do ye not believe me?-the evident truth, that whoever comes to me has life; and evident, because whoever does come, gets it!' That is the evidence to constrain our practice which is offered by Christianity. 78 Had Butler managed to emphasize far better the certitude of faith, the truth that results on the authority of God directly perceived by the believer and not grasped by means of reason alone, this criticism would not be justified. As it is, we must admit that the contrast is well drawn. It is a great failing of the Analogy that it leaves faith rooted on so un stable and insecure grounds.
w Ibid. 9, 331. w Ibid. 9, 331-32. n Ibid. 9, 332-33.
INFLUENCE ON NEWMAN
While the nineteenth century brought forth this criticism of Butler, it also witnessed the high praise accorded him by those involved in the Oxford Movement-Newman, above all. It was about 1823, Newman tells us, that he read Butler's Analogy; he was then twenty-two years of age, preparing for his ordination (in 1825) to the priesthood in the Church of England. Newman was greatly impressed by the work. From it he gained two points above all which became, according to his own admission, "the underlying principles of a great portion of my teaching.
,,79 One of these was Butler's general notion of an analogy between the separate works of God; the other was his "doctrine that Probability is the guide of life "
80
It is important to note, however, that these served merely as starting points for Newman's later teaching; he did not accept Butler's position in an uncritical fashion. Thus, he notes that this doctrine of probability in Butler "led me, at least under the teaching to which a few years later I was introduced, to the question of the logical cogency of Faith, on which I have written so much."
81
The later influences in Newman's life profoundly altered the manner in which he made use of Butler's argument from probability. Newman made the essential distinction we have criticized Butler for ignoring, that is, the distinction between the fact of revelation (the judgment of credibility) and the act of faith itself. Juergens sees a contrast here between Newman's approach and that of the so-called "traditional school" : Newman's aim differs from that of the traditional school of apologists in this that, while the latter demonstrates that human reason has irrefragable proofs for its certitude in the divinity of Christianity, his sole object is to show that the average man has a proof sufficient for his own needs, though he ordinarily cannot analyze this proof, give it proper expression and skillfully defend it against attack.
82
There is some truth to this, but the fault seems to lie more on the side of the "traditional school," which, in the light of the entire teaching of the Church, does not appear to be quite so "traditional." To seek 79 John Henry Newman, Apologia pro vita sua (London, 1905) "irrefragable proofs" for the divinity of Christianity would seem to be striving to root the certitude of faith on some form of historicorational argumentation; it would reflect the post-Cartesian theories of faith and their confusion of the judgment of credibility (the apologetic problem of the relationship between faith and reason) with the assent of faith itself. The moral certitude sufficient for the judgment of credibility would seem to be the chief concern of Newman when speaking of the preambles of faith.
88
There should be no difficulty, therefore, in making use of Newman's notion of probable evidence to arrive at this judgment of credibility. Even in its unrevised form in Butler, the argument was claimed by its author to lead one to some sort of moral certitude, but Butler unfortunately made this the grounds for the certitude of faith; this was his failing. In Newman, however, the assent of faith is not grounded on this basis, as he himself reminds us: "Reason is one thing and faith is another, and reason can as little be made a substitute for faith, as faith can be made a substitute for reason." For myself, I would simply confess that no doctrine of the Church can be rigorously proved by historical evidence; but at the same time that no doctrine can be simply disproved by it. Historical evidence reaches a certain way, more or less, towards a proof of the Catholic doctrines; often nearly the whole way; sometimes it goes only so far as to point in their direction; sometimes there is only an absence of evidence for a condusion contrary to them; nay, sometimes there is an apparent leaning of the evidence to a contrary conclusion, which has to be explained;-in all cases there is a margin left for the exercise of faith in the word of the Church. An analysis of Newman's position on the assent of faith would take us too far afield, but it is generally conceded that he belongs to that school of thought which considers the grace of faith as having a psychological as well as an entitative effect in the believer. 86 Thus, when Newman says that "the absolute and perfect certitude of divine faith does not rest on reasoning or human motives, but solely on the fact that God, the Eternal Truth, who cannot deceive nor be deceived, has spoken," 87 he is arguing along these lines. In this he is worlds apart from Butler and the Analogy, whatever similarity exists on other points. NEWMAN 
MISUNDERSTOOD
It is quite easy to see the manner in which Newman could possibly have been misunderstood in much of what he wrote. He was a man whose thought-life was constantly evolving, and he wrote in a language and terminology that was sometimes difficult for others to grasp, especially for those who (unlike Newman) were trained in the atmosphere closer to Scholasticism. In many respects Newman is like Augustine, since the writings of each bear so strongly the changing imprint of the particular period of life in which they wrote, or the various debates they faced. Newman does not express himself in the coldly logical terms of the Scholastics, and this increases the difficulty. The similarity between some of Newman's phrases and those of Butler, plus his avowed respect for Butler, might easily have led to misunderstanding.
There is no indication, for example, that Cardinal Manning had Newman in mind in his work The Grounds of Faith, but he is surely opposing an approach to faith which would not represent Newman's more mature views, but is certainly that which we find in Butler's Analogy
:
We are told, indeed, that to be certain is inconsistent with faith, that probability is the atmosphere in which faith lives, and that if you extinguish probabilities, faith dies. Did the Apostles then believe the doctrine of the ever-blessed Trinity upon a probability? Did they believe the doctrine of the Incarnation upon 
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This is precisely the fault found on all sides with Butler's defense of Christianity. Newman's position on faith, however, was eventually clearly separated from anything approaching this view. This difference in point of view is indicated in a letter dated February 8, 1861 ; it is cited by Robinson as taken from an unpublished notebook used in the preparation of the Grammar of Assent:
Bishop Butler stopped the evil (of scepticism) only by lowering the pretensions of Christianity-for, without wishing to speak disrespectfully of a writer to whom I owe so much, as many others do, still it does seem as if the practical effect of his work was to make faith a mere practical certainty, i.e. a taking of certain statements of doctrine, not as true, but as safest to act upon. 89 In his study of the notion of faith in Newman prior to his conversion to the Church of Rome in 1845, Elbert comes to a similar conclusion, that is, that "Newman's conception of faith must have undergone considerable change in the course of his life.. . ." 90 Prior to 1845, Newman apparently held to a theory of faith similar to that of Butler, in which faith is presented as "a discursive act just as is any other act of reason." 91 Yet Elbert insists that "in his Catholic days Newman was certainly dissatisfied with probability as the guide of life and required more than 'a mere balance of arguments.' For real and earnest practical religion he demanded certitude, at least in the premises." It is the very characteristic of the profession of faith made by numbers of educated Protestants, and it is the utmost extent to which they are able to go in believing, to hold, not that Christian doctrine is certainly true, but that it has such a sem blance of truth, it has such considerable marks of probability upon it, that it is their duty to accept and act upon it, as if it were true beyond all question or doubt; and they justify themselves, and with much reason, by the authority of Bishop Butler.
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Newman goes on to add, however, that such a faith "does not rise to the level of the sine qua non, which is the condition prescribed for be coming a Catholic." 94 The entire approach of Newman to the assent and certitude of faith had progressed during these years. It is not too difficult, however, to imagine that some of those who read Newman failed to make the distinction between his earlier and his later po sitions (if, indeed, they read that much of him to begin with), and thus attributed to the Catholic Cardinal a position he himself had long since rejected. It may be in this way that the faulty notion of faith as an assent based on reason alone, and associated with mere probability, filtered down to the advocates of Modernism. These men did not in all likelihood read Butler any more, but they did read Newman, failing, however, to understand his change of position on these essential points where he came to differ radically from Butler. 97 Sabatier holds that with the lapse of time, joined to the incertitude of the documents and the demands of modern thought, it is even more difficult to prove that these miracles are true than it is to prove the truth of the religion they are supposed to substantiate.
We can note in this the same confusion found in Butler, namely, the presumption that miracles and historical evidence are the proof upon which the certitude of faith rests: the doctrine is accepted as the result of a reasoning process. Thus, Sabatier complains that "faith, which, in the Bible, was an act of confidence and consecration to God, becomes an intellectual adherence to an historical testimony or to a doctrinal formula." , 1902) Book 1, chap. 2, 3 (p. 48) .
"Ibid., p. 46.
undecided and perplexed if it has consulted only speculative reason and has limited his investigation to a critique of the proofs, seeing that each particular proof leads only to a probable conclusion which does not exclude absolutely the possibility of the opposite conclusion " w This is a complaint in no way different from the many we have recorded in regard to Butler. The solution suggested by Loisy, however, is not the notion of the grace of faith exercising its influence on the psychological as well as the entitative level, but a more subjective, immanent idea of faith associated with the thought of Schleiermacher and similar writers of the post-Kantian era. Loisy denies the value of external evidence as a foundation for faith itself, noting that the full and decisive efficacy of these proofs does not depend on the accumulation of probabilities "which again creates for reason only the utmost probability, but on the intimate experience that one has and on the vital rapport which is established between the soul which seeks and the truth which tenders itself." Loisy notes that the enemies of religion have attempted to show how inane religion is by making an appeal to science and reason, but he complains that the apologetes have also made a great mistake by attempting to demonstrate the absolute truth of religion by these same arguments of reason and science. 104 It is not an unjust criticism. This represents another example of the weakness already demonstrated in Butler of attempting to meet the adversary on his own ground, only to end up by giving a totally unsatisfactory defense of one's own position.
In speaking of the Lamentabili, however, Loisy is anxious to indicate that the condemned doctrine of faith resting upon probabilities is really the doctrine of Newman. Benard has already shown that Loisy extracted a passage from the Apologia of Newman which describes his state of mind in 1843-44, while still an Anglican. Considering the acknowledged appreciation Newman had for Butler, it is not difficult to see in this statement a doctrinal position in regard to faith which would reflect the Analogy of Butler. Nevertheless, Newman is careful to note in this precise section of the Apologia that he is recording attitudes which had been his in the past (and which he had by this time come to reject) :
Let it be recollected that I am historically relating my state of mind, at the period of my life which I am surveying. I am not speaking theologically, nor have I any intention of going into controversy: but, speaking historically of what I held in 1843-4,1 say that I believed in a God on a ground of probability, that I believed in Christianity on a probability, and that I believed in Catholicism on a probability, and that these three grounds of probability, distinct from each other of course in subject-matter, were still, all of them, one and the same in nature of proof, as being probabilities-probabilities of a special kind, a cumulative, a transcendent probability, but still probability. . . .
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This is the Newman of 1843 speaking, but essentially it is the doctrine of Bishop Butler, who is further reflected in Newman's statement that at that time he felt that "He who has made us has so willed, that in mathematics, indeed, we should arrive at certitude by rigid demonstration, but in religious enquiry we should arrive at certitude by accumulated probabilities... . justice-and undoubtedly he did so knowingly, since he purposely left out of his citation from Newman the important phrase indicating that he was "speaking historically." Many other things entered into Newman's experience before he escaped the trap unwittingly set for him by Butler and carefully distinguished between the judgment of credibility and the act of faith itself. For Newman the Catholic, as Benard points out, "the convergence of probabilities in itself, logically preceding faith, forms a sufficient argument for the rational certitude of that faith." 107 But this is not as yet faith; it is only the judgment of reason concerning the fact of revelation by which the act of faith is rendered reasonable, that is, an act in accord with reason, an act which does no violence to man's intellectual nature.
BUTLER AND THE CURRENT PROBLEMATIC
A consideration of the position of Butler in effect traces the argument of probability from the time of John Locke down to the Lamentabili of 1907, but it also offers insight into a number of questions debated at the present time. The relationship between ideas becomes an especially intriguing study when we can note the subtle manner in which one idea is reformed, rephrased, and refashioned throughout history by successive thinkers. In this instance we confront the background of a statement which began in the defense proposed by an Anglican bishop of the eighteenth century against the deistic attacks of his age on the Christian system, but which eventually came to take its place in the long history of propositions condemned by the Church of Rome because of their unorthodox import. Butler surely never intended or envisioned the ultimate result, but the historical record is inescapable.
Out of this complex of concerns, there has emerged with everincreasing clarity a realization that faith has only too often been in danger of being falsely identified with theology, and that belief would be ultimately rooted upon a series of "proof texts" from Scripture, coupled with rational-historical arguments set forth in syllogistic fashion. Butler is a prime example of the dangers inherent in such a mentality; his mistakes point out a path to be avoided today.
Basically, one of the great problems of the present hour coincides in large measure with the question with which Bishop Butler struggled, that is, the relationship of history to the certitude of faith. For Catholic theologians, this problem centers chiefly on a question paramount in the two over-all approaches to the assent of faith. What may be described as the "more recent" theory of the post-Cartesian era appears to offer no better solution to this question than the Analogy of Butler; indeed, in the light of the many objections made to it (chiefly in regard to the nondefinitive nature of historical certitude, and the shift in emphasis concerning the precise manner in which the Scriptures verify the notion of true history), it is difficult to see how such an approach can be defended at all today as an acceptable theory of faith.
108
No one contests that this more recent theory gives an acceptable explanation of the supernaturality of the act of faith; its insistence upon an entitative (ontological) elevation of the act of faith to the supernatural level suffices for this purpose, since, in accord with the Tridentine emphasis upon the need to believe in a manner necessary for salvation, it is satisfactorily distinguished from a purely human, natural act. 109 It is in regard to the certitude of the assent of faith that this theory fails dismally, and it is here that the crux of the problem lies. Those who have defended this view in recent times (e.g., Billot, Van Noort, Lercher, Lennerz, de Aldama, among others) have universally admitted at least the possibility (though not always demanding the necessity) of a so-called act of "natural" or "scientific faith." If this assent differs in no way psychologically from the assent of supernatural faith, the conclusion must follow that supernatural faith is bogged down in the very problem associated with historical certitude; it is a perception of the authority of God revealing that rests on ra- In the past, the Thomist-Suarezian approach has generally defended its concept of faith by having recourse to the axiom that "acts are specified by their formal objects," so that the assent to a supernatural truth would demand an act which is supernatural psychologically and not merely entitatively. While accepting the validity of this axiom, it might seem that, for the reasons cited above, it would be more profitable to discuss the question from the opposite point of view, considering the degree of certitude possible in a psychological assent to Christian truth which-precisely as assent-is identical in "scientific" and "saving faith" (noting especially the present-day view of the Scriptures as books written by believers for believers, rather than purely historical accounts of past events).
Faith must possess a certitude surpassing even that of metaphysical certitude; it must be an assensus essentialiter certus, firmissimus, super omnia firmus; no Catholic could deny this. 110 The Thomist-Suarezian response to this problem is based largely on a clear distinction between the judgment of credibility and the assent of faith itself; for the judgment of credibility, moral certitude (proper to historical conclusions) will suffice, while the certitude of the assent of faith leaps beyond this level in that the very motive of faith (the authority of God revealing) is psychologically perceived in a supernatural manner, and thus pertains to that which is believed in Christian faith. 111 The act of faith will exist side-by-side with the judgment of credibility (since at each moment of his life of faith the believer must know that he is not In the purely theoretical order, Alfaro would seem to be correct in stating that the absolutely essential, but at the same time the final, meeting place of reason and grace would be the "practical judgment of credibility." 117 The usual analysis of the genesis of faith is, of course, concerned with the abstract order; in practice, these steps are not so clearly delineated, and the adult approaching faith undoubtedly will most often be assisted by actual grace from the very start. Since the practical judgment of credibility involves a personal commitment to go on to believe, however, the help of grace would be absolutely necessary (had it not been granted previously). In addition, it would appear that it is in this practical judgment that the rational motives behind it exercise their psychological force for the last time, as far as the act of faith itself is concerned; the force of the judgment of credibility itself, of course, would continue throughout the life of the believer.
In the Thomist-Suarezian view, this judgment of credibility does not constitute the act of faith, or enter in any way into the act itself; beyond this point the absolute, unswerving assent of faith will result from the supernatural perception of the authority of God revealing (a perception which results from man's acceptance of and co-operation with the grace of faith itself, in which the entire process is terminated). gling to find some acceptable explanation for the absolute certitude required. An entitative elevation of the psychologically natural act will not suffice. Hence they seek to discover some other element associated with faith that will solve this problem. Lennerz, for example, distinguishes between two types of syllogisms, one presumably proper to scientific faith, the other connected with supernatural faith precisely because of the special note of obedience to the command of God to believe. 119 The attempt fails, however, since it shifts the essence of supernatural faith-that which is unique to it, as distinct from any so-called "scientific faith"-from an act of the intellect to an act of the will (something quite contrary to the teaching of St. Thomas and the Scholastics, made the authentic teaching of the Church at the First Vatican Council, namely, that faith is essentially an act of the intellect). 120 Faith is always and necessarily an act involving the entire man in his personal encounter with God and his commitment to the Christian way of life; the decree of Vatican I (DB 1789) places the essence of the act of faith in an act of the intellect, but its equal insistence on grace and free will includes the commitment of the entire man, the human totality (DB 1791). The distinction of the motive of the act of the intellect in the natural order ("propter intrinsecam rerum veritatem naturali rationis lumine perspectam") and in faith ("propter auctoritatem ipsius Dei revelantis") does not exclude these other essential elements from the notion of faith, which, as Pius XH emphasized even more clearly in Mystici corporis Christi, always involves the "personal freedom, responsibility and prind-Apart from this, however, the emphasis upon the special note of obedience to God's command does nothing to explain the specific certitude proper to supernatural faith; certitude as such pertains to the intellect, and if the assent of faith is conceived of as possible on a purely human level, a mere entitative elevation of that psychological act cannot increase the degree of certitude, any more than an additional note of obedience to God's will could do so. While it is true that the authority of God is supreme and infallible, the precise question is the manner in which man perceives that authority. The mere fact that God revealed these truths does not suffice for attributing absolute and unswerving certitude to man's perception of that fact, if this is done by a psychologically natural act. 
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As noted elsewhere, 127 it is not only the present-day Catholic theologian who is concerned with this problem of historical certitude and the assent of faith, but many crisis theologians and existentialist theologians of modern Protestantism as well. Forced by the findings of the Form Critics to admit a previous oral and written tradition which is reflected in the Bible, these theologians have had to abandon the extreme fundamentalist scriptural position of the sixteenth cen-tury. 128 At the same time, they wished to cut themselves off from the Liberalism of the nineteenth century and its more anthropocentric religion, which made "religious experience" the center point of belief rather than God. As H. Richard Niebuhr puts it, these theologians are again seeking the God of faith, who had become a necessary "auxiliary' ' to this subjective experience and little more.
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The influence of Bultmann in this matter cannot be ignored, and it was precisely the question of history and faith which led him to work out his unique distinction between Historie and Geschichte, whereby Historie is concerned only with facts or events in the course of human life; in this sense the death of Christ upon the cross may be viewed as a historical fact, proved with historical certitude and based on historical sources. This is not, however, faith in Bultmann's eyes. In the light of God's revelation, this event in history takes on another, deeper meaning; it is associated with the entire redemptive plan of God, which came to fulfilment in Christ's death and resurrection. Henceforth the believer must personally become associated with that redeeming act, which now informs or fills, as it were, the events of history. It is this all-important divine element that brings forth what Bultmann calls Geschichte. This is revealed to man only through faith, and this alone has real importance for the Christian. The passing events of time, the life and function of the historic Church-Historie in general-must be looked on as of relatively little importance; faith is not a subject of history alone.
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Whatever may be said of Bultmann's distinction, it is interesting to note here one of the chief reasons which led him to adopt this theological approach. He had studied first of all in the liberal tradition of the 128 Ibid. pp. 6-8. 129 It seemed to me that in this new theological movement it was rightly recognized, as over against the "liberal" theology out of which I had come, that the Christian faith is not a phenomenon of the history of religion, that it does not rest on a "religious a priori" (Troeltsch), and that therefore theology does not have to look upon it as a phenomenon of religious or cultural history. It seemed to me that, as over against such a view, the new theology had correctly seen that Christian faith is the answer to the word of the transcendent God that encounters man and that theology has to deal with this word and the man who had been encountered by it 1 » Eventually this approach came to be incorporated into his hermeneutical tool of demythologizing. For Bultmann, it is only through contact with the apostolic kerygma that the hearer is able to enter into the moment of salvation and encounter Christ. This message, however, has come down to us in writings in which men necessarily attempted to express the "otherworldly," the transcendent and the divine, in phrases which are proper to this world: human, tied to time, reflective of man's way of thinking. These elements Bultmann describes as "myths" : not in the sense of pagan myths or of something unreal and untrue, but rather in the sense of human modes of expression by which men strive to give voice to the otherworldly and the transcendent. Í Since these phrases were introduced by the biblical writers to enable the men of their own time to understand the apostolic kerygma, the exegete must now strip such phrases away so that the pure kerygma might once again be uncovered in its original import and then interpreted in terms of man's present concerns; hence the term "demythologizing." Central in this approach to faith, however, is the question of the relationship of faith to history. Bultmann does not deny some relationship between history and the kerygma, but he insists that history and historical formulas are of secondary importance. Thus he rejects the attempt of nineteenth-century liberalism to explain faith in terms of history and historical method, but he does so not in the sense of condemning the method entirely, but rather of striving "to carry further the tradition of historical-critical research as it was practiced by the 'liberal' theology and to make our more recent theological knowledge fruitful for us."
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For Bultmann, there can be no attempt to "prove" the truth of Christianity by such methods; he is anxious to avoid all such approaches, and wishes to argue along his own lines precisely because of this basic desire of extricating faith and the personal encounter with God from the limitations of historical proof. He feels that it is necessary to urge this, since otherwise, as Lengsfeld explains, "the activity of God would be placed under that view of man which establishes things historically, and thus faith would no longer be a decision but a reasonable conclusion from historical premises." 188 The very phrase "reasonable conclusion from historical premises" recalls the position of Butler and others, and the dangers inherent in such an understanding of faith. Yet, as has become more apparent today, Bultmann's escape from history led to so radical a disregard for the historical facts of the life of Jesus that barely anything was left. 184 The desire of the postBultmannian school (represented by such men as Bornkamm, Fuchs, and Käsemann) to set forth on a new quest of the historical Jesus is a reaction to this position; they are confident that the historical negativism of Bultmann led to a gross exaggeration. 185 Yet the basic question remains dominant even here: What is the precise relationship between history and faith?
A similar concern can be noted in the writings of Paul Tillich, who has objected to "the attempt to give a foundation to Christian faith and theology through historical research... ." 186 He also views this attempt as a failure. Tillich's great question appears to be the problem of the certitude of the assent of faith. Thus he points out the fact that, by following the historical method, "the historian never can reach certainty in this way, but he can reach high degrees of probability. It would, however, be a leap to another level if he transformed historical probability into positive or negative historical certainty by a judgment of faith " m For this reason, Tillich considers the quest of the historical Jesus a failure precisely because it presumed that historical studies, research, or scholarship could serve as an adequate foundation for Christian faith itself:
The search for the historical Jesus was an attempt to discover a minimum of reliable facts about the man Jesus of Nazareth, in order to provide a safe foundation for Christian faith. This attempt was a failure. Historical research provided probabilities about Jesus of a higher or lower degree. On the basis of the probabilities, it sketched "Lives of Jesus." But they were more like novels than biographies; they certainly could not provide a safe foundation for the Christian faith. Christianity is not based on the acceptance of a historical novel; it is based on the witness to the messianic character of Jesus by people who were not interested at all in a biography of the Messiah.
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Granting the vastly different philosophical and theological basis on which Tillich works, it would appear clear enough that what he is striving to solve in this instance is the same problem which besets the Catholic theologian when discussing the effect of the grace of faith on the psychological level: he is in search of something that will remove the act of faith itself (as distinct from the preparation for faith) from the certitude bound by the limitations of the historical, critical, and rational order. Tillich even asks whether such a use of historical certitude as the foundation of faith is not dangerous for the believer: "Does not the acceptance of the historical method for dealing with the source documents of the Christian faith introduce a dangerous insecurity into the thought and life of the church and of every individual Christian?" 189 Tillich's statement in regard to historical proof and The ultimate solution must lie elsewhere, and while the Catholic will not detach the assent of faith from history altogether, he finds the point of contact in that historical certitude concerning the fact of revelation: the judgment of credibility is built upon historical analysis. The absolute, unswerving certitude of Christian faith, however, would appear to be defended adequately for the Catholic only within the general realm of the Thomist-Suarezian theories of faith. Christianity is rooted in history and in historical fact; even the Bible indicates this historical nucleus, although one may not always be able to single it out from the full context in which the Christian revelation eventually took shape in written form. Moreover, Christian faith has its close and necessary relationships with reason; it is not contrary to reason, and it may be approached through reason. The assent of faith itself, however, leaps beyond to a higher level, where the divine power becomes evident to the believer within the confines of the living, divinely-guided Church. The spectre of Bishop Butler lifts a warning hand to those who would ignore this approach, indicating that should faith become confused with historical certitude and rational argumentation, one or the other will suffer: faith lapsing into rationalism, or reason giving way to scepticism or agnosticism.
